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Helleborine Hill or Epipactis Adans.? 

G. Claridge Druce 

1 first suggested the above change of names in the Annals of 
Scottish Nat. Hist. 48. 1905, because during my work at the 
herbaria of Morison and Dillenius I became saturated with pre- 
Linnean names and found how often and how needlessly Linnaeus 
had changed well-defined generic names. The above is an ex- 
ample. The Helleborine of Dioscorides has been attributed by 
various authors to different species, but the figure of the plant 
representing it in the plate 155 of the very rare copy of the 
Vienna Ms. from Constantinople, which we have at Oxford, 
appears to be Asphodelus ramosus. Turner (Herball 128. 1562) 
quotes Dioscorides under the name Satyrion for the British typical 
species (H. latifolid). Gerarde (Herball 358. 1597) describes 
three species ; the first Helleborine refers to H. latifolia, the second 
is Cephalanthera Damasonium, and the third is probably Helle- 
borine palustris. Parkinson (Theatrum 218. 1640) has eight Elle- 
borines, one being Cypripedium, while Caspar Bauhin (Pinax 187. 
1 671) under Helleborine has ten species. These are mainly 
adopted by Ray (Historia Plantarum 2: 1230. 1688), who 
describes Helleborine and distinguishes the genus by " Radice 
fibrosa foliis nervosis ab Orchide differt," and puts in it thir- 
teen species, which include the plants more recently called Epi- 
pactis, Cephalanthera, and Cypripediicm, but excludes those with 
tuberous roots called Serapias by Linnaeus, which Ray puts with 
Orchis. 

In his Synopsis . . . Stirpium Britannicarum, 174. 1690, six 
species are included : 

No. 1, being H. latifolia (All.) as of the Historia. 

No. 2, which = no. 5 of the Historia = H. atropurpnrea (Raf.). 

No. 3, which = no. 6 of the Historia = Cephalanthera Dama- 
sonium (Mill.) and partly C. longifolia, so far as the Westmoreland 
locality is concerned. 
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No. 4, which = C. longifolia Fritsch. 

No. 5, which = no. io of the Historia = H. palustris Schrank. 
(This was first recorded as British in Lobel's Illustrationes, 94 
1655, as "Tertiae Clusii Helleborines similem facie. . . .") 

No. 6, which = no. 12 of the Historia = Cypripedium Calceo- 
lus L. 

In the second edition, 242, 1696, Ray inserts a new no. 4, 
" Helleborine latifolio fiore albo clause . . . Found by Dr. Eales 
near Digges-Well in Hartfordshire," which was identified by the 
authors of the flora of that county as C. ensifolia, but Mr. Britten 
says the plant representing Miller's Serapias latifolia based on this 
is C. grandiflora. Dillenius (in the third edition of the Synopsis 
384. 1724) adds to the description of no. 4 " Eadem cum priore," 
but there is no specimen in his herbarium. Bobart (Plantarum 
Historia Universalis Oxoniensis 486. 1699) describes seventeen 
species, which, like those of Ray, contain no specimens of the re- 
stricted genus Serapias. Tournefort (Institutiones Rei Herbariae 
I : 436) in 1700, under the name Helleborine, says "est plantae 
genus," describes it, and adds " His notis addendae sunt radices 
fibratae." Six species are given, three being species of Cephalan- 
thera. Tournefort includes Serapias with Orchis, but keeps as dis- 
tinct genera Calceolus, Limodorum , Ophris (which includes Listera, 
Malaxis, etc.) and Nidus avis, showing that despite the unwieldy 
nature of his genus Orchis, he really possessed a truer conception 
of the genera of Orchidaceae than did Linnaeus. 

Therefore prior to Linnaeus (with the exception of Haller) we 
have practical unanimity among botanists in using the name Helle- 
borine so as to exclude the tuberous-rooted species now known as 
Serapias. Unfortunately, Linnaeus (Species Plantarum, 1753) 
seeing that some of Tournefort's species of Orchis were generically 
distinct, established the genus Serapias, adding, wrongly, the 
various species of Helleborine of previous authors, a pernicious 
example unfortunately followed by more recent authors. A con- 
temporary botanist, John Hill, of Denham, Bucks, a voluminous 
writer, who was much disliked by other British botanists, and 
whose volumes have for long remained ignored, published in 1756 
the British Herbal. In this work Hill points out with great acumen 
the errors Linnaeus had made, describes the faulty characterization 
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of many of his genera, and shows clearly the differences which 
mark as distinct such genera as Limonium and Statice, Valeriana 
and Valerianella, Linaria and Antirrhinum, and Trifolium and 
Melilotus. This work has escaped the attention of non -British 
botanists, and from its not adopting the binomial system remained 
unquoted, even in the Index Kewensis, But from the description 
of the species and genera, the reference to other writers, as well as 
the engraved plates and its valid data of publication, it is available 
for citation of genera.* In the British Herbal Hill not only sepa- 
rates the genera given above, but also distinguishes Centaurium 
from Gentiana, Glaucium from Papaver, Polygonatum from Conval- 
laria, Radiola from Linum, Nymphoides from Menyanthes, Onobry- 
chis from Hedysarum, Foeniculum from Anethum, Petasites from 
Tussilago, Oxyria from Rumex, Darnasonium from Alisma, Phyllitis 
from Asplenium, Meum from Athamanta, Alnus from Betula, Cas- 
tanea from Fagus, Cirsium from Carduus, Oxycoccus from Vac- 
cinium, Pneumaria from Pulmonaria, Cammarum from Helleborus, 
Radicula from Sisymbrium, Lens from Ervum, and, as we shall see, 
Helleborine from Serapias, genera which had been wrongly united 
by Linnaeus. 

In the British Herbal, 477, Hill defines Helleborine so as to 
exclude Serapias Lingua (itself a composite species), as described 
by Linnaeus, practically in this following Ray and Tournefort, but 
excluding Cypripedium. Hill goes on to say " Linnaeus places 
this among the Gynandria decandria, the filaments being two and 
inserted in the pistil. He takes away the received name and calls 
it Serapias." We have thus in Hill's description a proper defi- 
nition of Tournefort's genus made more accurate by the exclusion 
of Cypripedium, and limited to the true Helleborine, and the plants 
afterwards separated by Richard as Cephalanthera. Of the six 
species described by Hill five are cited from Caspar Bauhin and 
one [Cephalanthera longifolia) from Ray's Historia. Unfortunately, 
Adanson (Families des Plantes 2 : 70. 1763) established (what 
has been called a genus) Epipactis ; he separates no new genus 

*In passing, one may say if Thellung (Bull. Herb. Boiss. II. 8 : 778. 1908) is 
correct in quoting Garsault for specific names, Hill is also available and has undoubted 
priority, but as the binomials used by both authors are accidental, it is wiser to ignore 
them. 
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apart from Serapias, as understood by Linnaeus, but, on the con- 
trary, adds vastly and most unscientifically to it. His descrip- 
tion, compared with that of Hill, is quite indefinite, covering as it 
does Serapias, Helleborine, Cypripedium, Pogonia, and many other 
genera, as is shown by his synonymy in the erratic table or index 
(2 : 554) ; it is a rubbish-heap rather than a properly formulated 
genus and is wisely to be ignored. It may, however, be contended 
that Epipactis as established by Crantz (Stirpes Austriacum 456. 
1769) is available. This author writes Epipactis Haller, giving 
also synonyms " Ophrys, Nidus avis, Helleborine Tourn. aliorum, 
Ophrys, Serapias, Neottia, Hermimum Linn.," but his definitions 
do not separate Serapias from Helleborine, indeed, as the synonyms 
quoted show, it is meant to cover both. The first and second 
species of his Epipactis are Cephalantheras ; others included belong 
to the genera Goodyera, Listera, Spiranthes, Neottia, and Helle- 
borine, eight different genera in all being included in this extra- 
ordinary group, which is scarcely less inchoate than that of Adan- 
son. Doubtless, if Serapias grew in that portion of Austria treated 
of by Crantz, that also would have been included. Epipactis is 
however rendered invalid by Boehmer's restoration of Haller's 
genus Epipactis established in 1741 (Stirpes Helv. 277) and 
adopted by Allione in the Flora Pedemontana, to define the plant 
more recently known as Goodyera, as his description and synonyms 
clearly show. It is true Haller subsequently lost grip of its char- 
acters and added many other plants, some even generically differ- 
ent species, to his original Epipactis, but this was done in works 
published before 1753 and are therefore not valid for citation. 

The publication in 1805 by Willdenow of his edition of the 
Species Plantarum in which he followed Swartz (Act. Holm. 231. 
1805) in using the name Epipactis to represent Helleborine, Cepha- 
lanthera, Listera, Neottia, etc., led Brown (Aiton, Hort. Kew. 5 : 
201. 1813), Gray (Nat. Arr. Brit. PL 2: 212. 1821), and Smith 
(English Flora 4 : 40. 1828) to adopt that name, which has been 
in general use since that time. 

It being thus evident that Hill's genus Helleborine must super- 
sede Epipactis Adans., the species will stand as follows : 

Helleborine africana (Rendle, Jour. Bot. 33: 252. 1895, as 
Epipactis). 
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H. atropurpurea (Raf. Car. 87. 18 10, as Epipactis). 

= Serapias atrorubens Hoffm. Deutsch. Fl. i 2 : 182. 1804, 
as a subspecies. 

H. babianifolia (Roxb. Hort. Bengal. 63, as Epipactis). 

H. consimilis (Wallich, Cat. no. 7403, as Epipactis). 

H. gigantea (Dougl. ; Hook. Fl. Bor.-Am. 2 : 202, as Epi- 
pactis). 

= Epipactis Royleana Lindl. in Royle, Illust. Bot. Himal. 
368. 

H. latifolia Druce vice Epipactis latifolia All. 

H. microphylla (Sieb. Sv. Vet.-Akad. Nya Handl. 232. 1800, 
as Epipactis). 

H. orbicularis (C. Richt. Verh. Zool.-Bot. Ges. Wien 37 : 
190. 1887, as Epipactis}. 

H. palustris Schrank, Fl. Monac. 2: 190. 1814. 
= H. longifolia Rendle, Jour. Bot. 45 : 441. 1907. 

H. papillosa (Franch. & Sav. Enum. PI. Jap. 2 : 519. 1879, 
as Epipactis). 

H. pycnostachys (C. Koch, Linnaea 22: 289. 1849, as 
Epipactis). 

H. somaliensis (Rolfe in Fl. Trop. Afr. 7: 189. 1897, as 
Epipactis). 

H. Thunbergii (A. Gray in Perry Exp. Jap. 2 : 319. 1857, as 
Epipactis). 

H. trinervia (Roxb. Fl. Ind. 3 : 455. 1832, as Epipactis). 

It will be observed that I have followed all the recent British 
and most continental authorities in keeping distinct the two genera 
Cephalanthera and Helleborine (Epipactis R. Br. not Boehmer), 
thus differing from A. A. Eaton (Proc. Biol. Soc. Washington 21 : 
63-68. 21 Mr 1908), who follows Wettstein in uniting them. 

Mr. Eaton is quite correct in stating that Linnaeus' genus Se- 
rapias is composite — so too are his species. But since Hill in 
1756 first separated Helleborine horn that composite genus, leaving 
Serapias as understood by Swartz, and restored the name which 
for centuries previously had been used, his genus has priority ac- 
cording to the Vienna Rules. Hill's genus, it is true, included 
Cephalanthera, subsequently separated by Richard ; but even if 
Wettstein be correct in uniting them, the application of the name 
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Helleborine to the whole group would not be invalidated, and the 
plants more recently called Cephalanlhera would have to be 
termed Helleborine. To attempt to restrict the name Serapias to 
species of Cephalanthera and Epipactis is contrary to both the first 
and second editions of the Species Plantarum. 
Oxford, England. 



